transnational flow of law students, the greater accessibility of diverse national sources through electronic databases, and the movement towards an era of multipolar power. Some scholars have explicitly proposed creating or reviving a field of "comparative international law," 9 though its contours and methods remain undefined. 10 The goal of this symposium is to showcase a range of contributions that reflect different aspects of the comparative international law phenomenon and to begin laying a theoretical and methodological foundation for this field. In the following sections, we thus provide a provisional definition of comparative international law, examine some of the methodological questions raised by such comparative scholarship, and explore some of the normative implications of this research. In doing so, we hope to stimulate further research in and debate about this emerging field.
I. CONCEPTUALIZING COMPARATIVE INTERNATIONAL LAW
As a developing field, the contours of comparative international law are necessarily fluid and contingent. Aware of these difficulties, we offer a provisional definition: comparative international law entails identifying, analyzing, and explaining similarities and differences in how actors in different legal systems understand, interpret, apply, and approach international law. It differs from debates about fragmentation, which typically concern differences that arise between different subfields of international law, like human rights and trade, or different international institutions, like the International Court of Justice and the international criminal tribunals. Instead, it focuses largely on similarities and differences between national or regional actors in their approaches to international law.
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To provide a framework for analysis, we suggest that comparative insights may be deployed in international law in three main ways: (1) in identifying what constitutes international law; (2) in explaining similarities and differences in the interpretation and application of international law; and (3) in comparing the approaches of national or regional actors to international law. 11 Although this forms the core of comparative international law, in some circumstances it may also entail comparisons of how national, regional, and international bodies understand, interpret, apply, and approach international law.
First, comparative law methods may be relevant in identifying the existence and content of international law. Identifying customary international law requires international lawyers to look for general and consistent state practice and opinio juris. Establishing a general principle of international law often involves analyzing whether certain principles are common to national legal systems, as Neha Jain's contribution analyzes with respect to the approaches adopted by international criminal tribunals.
12 Undertaking comparative analysis may be relevant in codification exercises, as Mathias Forteau describes with respect to the International Law Commission's work. 13 Comparing national practices may also be relevant when seeking to interpret treaties in light of subsequent practice, 14 as has been done or suggested in fields like human rights law and investment treaty arbitration. 15 Second, comparative studies may be useful in identifying and explaining similarities and differences in the interpretation and application of international law. For example, do executives offer different accounts of the same international law rule?
16 Do legislatures adopt uniform approaches when transforming treaty obligations into domestic law or do they vernacularize those obligations in particular and predictable ways?
17 Do national courts provide similar or different interpretations of treaty obligations and, when doing so, do they engage in a transnational dialogue with courts from other states? What explains these similarities and differences and what do they mean for our under- Third, insights from comparative law, comparative politics, and sociology may be useful in explaining different national approaches to international law. For instance, how might crossnational legal, political, cultural, and economic differences inform distinct approaches to international law? Do we see similarities or differences based on core/periphery status or membership in different legal families? Are the approaches of different states changing over time and, if so, how and why? An example of this work is Pierre-Hugues Verdier and Mila Versteeg's study of the relationship between international and national law in 101 countries from 1815 to 2013.
19 By studying a large number of countries over time, they are able to show several trends, such as the rise of legislative approval requirements for more treaties in more countries, the increasing prevalence of direct application and hierarchical superiority of treaties, and the almost universal subordination of customary international law to domestic legislation.
II. THE METHODS OF COMPARATIVE INTERNATIONAL LAW
Comparative international law scholarship can draw on theories and methodologies from a wide range of neighboring fields and disciplines, including comparative law, comparative politics, anthropology, and sociology.
An important challenge in deploying comparative analysis in international law is that comparative law itself is fraught with theoretical and methodological debates. Comparative law scholars wrestle with questions such as: whether to focus on formal or functional equivalence across legal systems; 20 whether to compare systems' approaches at a high level of generality or focus on specific rules; 21 and whether to analyze formal legal rules only (thin comparativism) or take into account actual practices (thick comparativism). In cross applying approaches, scholars will also need to critically examine whether some of the standard comparative law debates, such as the existence and importance of legal families, are relevant when applied to international law. Jain's contribution wrestles with a number of these issues in her critique of the methods used by international criminal tribunals to find general principles of law.
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A recurring issue in comparative international law will be the tension between the breadth and depth of comparative analysis. Given the number of states in the international legal system and the fact that international law rules are often premised on a claim of generality, breadth 18 is often important. However, there is an inevitable tension between how many states one can study (horizontal analysis) and how deeply one can delve into the details of any particular state (vertical analysis). Thick descriptions that focus on living cultures rather than formal legal rules may offer the best chance of understanding the function certain international legal concepts play in particular societies. But the thicker the vertical analysis, the less likely it is that international lawyers will be able to undertake wide-ranging horizontal analyses, and vice versa. As a field, we should thus expect to see a combination of approaches developed. As Verdier and Versteeg's contribution shows, it is possible to develop large n databases and employ statistical techniques such as regression analysis to identify trends and eventually causal relationships. This big picture horizontal work, which is in keeping with the recent wave of empirical scholarship in comparative and international law, 23 is likely to be an important aspect of future comparative international law work. But it is also important to develop case studies that allow a deeper understanding of how international law is approached within a smaller number of states. It may also be helpful to turn to methods developed in social science about how to select case studies in order to test hypotheses. For instance, Katerina Linos cautions against "convenience sampling" where a general rule is inferred from a handful of prominent and easily accessible examples of state practice. Instead, drawing methodological lessons from comparative politics, she suggests ways to make theoretically informed case selections so that small n studies might be used to speak to larger issues. 24 Comparative international law may also draw on insights from anthropology and sociology. Anthropology draws attention to the way that international norms might be vernacularized in different legal systems. 25 Sociology provides tools for understanding how approaches to international law are developed and transmitted through professional and educational networks. For instance, Roberts works from a constructivist assumption that the field is partly constituted by social processes, including how it is presented in commonly used materials (like textbooks and casebooks) and how it is conveyed interactionally between actors (such as professors and students). By examining the diffusion of international law textbooks, she highlights one of the mechanisms through which different visions of international law are exported from core states, like the United Kingdom and France, and imported into more peripheral states, like India and Senegal. 26 
III. THE IMPLICATIONS OF COMPARATIVE INTERNATIONAL LAW
Some international lawyers view the notion of comparative international law as threatening to the field's universalist assumptions and aims. 27 For instance, Forteau suggests that comparative international law seems like "a catch-22: If one admits that there are different approaches to international law (i.e., a real comparative international law), is there still room for an 'international law'?" 28 Many of the concepts that international lawyers celebrate, such as human rights, the rule of law, and free trade, rest on universalist ideals. 29 The notion that these concepts might be interpreted and applied differently in different national contexts might seem to undermine the field's aspirations.
Yet we believe that comparative international law has the potential to enrich our understanding of how international law operates now and how it might function better in the future. By looking for similarities and differences in the way that states understand, interpret, apply, and approach international law, it is possible to see instances where the system is successful in spreading general norms as well as examples of where international law rules give rise to local adaptation or noncompliance. Indeed, as McCrudden's CEDAW analysis shows, adopting more systematic comparative studies may reduce the risk of allowing a handful of high-profile examples of divergence to overshadow a larger body of less sensational convergence. 30 Even where divergences exist, studying them does not pose an existential threat to international law. While some scholars celebrate the virtues of pluralism in promoting error correction, norm articulation, and creative innovation, 31 others emphasize that international law has its own mechanisms for working out how to respond to divergent interpretations and practices, which turns at least in part on shared understanding of the difference between plausible and pretextual arguments. 32 Similar fears were expressed about the potential threat posed by international law's fragmentation, but the international system has learned to live with some degree of divergence among different subfields and international institutions without descending into crisis. 33 Identifying and explaining similarities and differences on a descriptive level is also a distinct project from the normative exercise of endorsing or seeking to counteract those findings. For instance, comparative international law analysis has the potential to uncover power dynamics that privilege certain actors and their preferred interpretations of international law. What to make of such revelations, however, is not dictated by the analysis. Realists might celebrate the manner in which international law adapts itself to serve state interests, while critical legal theorists might use the same findings to argue for measures to counter such power differentials and pursue a more equitable world order. 34 The knowledge derived from comparative analysis may help to design treaties and international institutions that are more responsive to diversity within the international legal system. For example, if comparative analysis reveals that domestic courts implement treaty commitments more consistently than legislatures, making a treaty directly applicable may be desirable in areas where uniform application is important. Likewise, if comparative analysis demonstrates that the practices of some states are given disproportionate weight in assessing the existence and content of international law, this may bolster calls to create repositories of state practice and translations of key legal instruments from a wider variety of states.
Thinking of comparative international law as a field makes it easier to identify blind spots in existing work and suggest directions for future research. For example, much of the detailed comparative international law scholarship to date examines how different domestic courts interpret and apply international law. However, focusing on court decisions often skews comparative scholarship towards certain states, particularly core, Western, common law, Englishspeaking states, and towards issues that arise before courts, such as human rights and refugee law. 35 This sets up the importance of other comparative international law projects, such as studies of legislatures, executives, and administrative bodies, 36 as well as accounts of practices from other states, like China. 37 Finally, conceptualizing comparative international law as a distinct field allows us to better connect the work of different scholars on different continents and across different generations and to focus greater attention on the field's historical evolution and future trajectory. In particular, situating the current surge in comparative work in the context of a longer tradition allows us to consider how it can-and often does-innovate, for example, by considering a more diverse array of countries and legal systems, devoting more attention to the causes and consequences of different national and regional approaches, and drawing on social sciences methods. In sum, by encouraging international law scholars to pursue comparative projects and engage with the fundamental theoretical and methodological questions they raise, we hope to further the development of comparative international law and to thereby contribute to a better understanding of international law. 35 
